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Central Facilities Area, Waste Area Group 4 
Idaho National Engineering and 

Environmental Laboratory Public Meeting 

Central Facilities Area Comprehensive Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan 

August 17,1999 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 

7:00 p.m. 

Public Comment 

Ms. Braiisford: My name is Beatrice Brailsford. I’m with the Snake River Alliance. 
We will submit written comments 

I think I do finally-and I do understand that CERCLA and RClU address different 
concerns. I do think that the difference between a RCRA landfill and a CERCLA 
Superfund cleanup site is a number of years. It could be 30 years or 100 years or 1,000 
years. So, in the real world, there are some similarities. 

IF II think I finally, honestly, just now figured out the chronology for the soil dump. 
We signed a ROD, decide to build a soil dump, and then start working on the criteria, 
beyond that it’s CERCLA waste. We start looking at what really is appropriate to put 
above the aquifer or leave above the aquifer, to move above the aquifer. The way we 
figure out what is appropriate to put above the aquifer is we go back through all the 
cleanup plans and see what we’ve already decided to put there. And then we figure out 
what is in that waste, and that is the waste that we allow in the soil dump. 

I think that you might have some problems with that. I’m not sure that that is the 
appropriate way to go about making that decision of both, whether to have one, and hat 
to put in it. 

I think given the fact that at some point a RCIU dump becomes a Superfund site, 
whenever we’re looking at these cost estimates and we look at the one-time disposal 
fee, I think that is being overly optimistic. 

I am becoming more nervous about this IO-foot basement scenario, that it’s okay to 
leave pollution if it’s deeper than 10 feet. As far as I can see, all it means is that you’re 
leaving the waste that is 10 feet closer to the aquifer, and you’re not ruining its head 
Start. 

And that’s it. I guess just one more thing. I hope I never understand DOE’s version of 
tidy, but to read that we take powdered mercury and left it on the surface and we buried 
roofing material is just irrational. Thank you. 

IF l-l 

IF 1-2 

IF 1-3 

IF l-4 

IF l-5 

Mr. Simpson: Thank you. Anyone else? Vaughn, any comments? 
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Mr. Nebeker: My name is Vaughn Nebeker, N-e-b-e-k-e-r. I’m the original author 
and inventor of the technologies which put out Chenobyl, hydrogen bleed-off system at 
Three-Mile Island, Charilabalnck and also did the cap that let out IX-1 in Iraq. In 
putting out the eight atomic nuclear rear :ors, I’m still batting at 1 lo-percent average. 
And I always design my own equipmer, ̂ . ;echnologies. And sometimes I wonder why 
sometimes they have so low standards m the DOE. Whereas as a private contractor, 
I’ve always tried to have higher and more-efficient standards. Thank you. 

Mr. Simpson: Anyone else? 

Mr. Freund: I’m George Freund, F-r-e-u-n-d., Coalition 21, and we will submit our 
comments in writing. 

Mr. Simpson: With that, I would like to remind people that the comment period for 
this project remains open until September 4,1999. The next time we’ll be having 
public cleanup meetings will be in the fall of 2001 to discuss the Operable Unit lo-04 
options. Operable Unit 1 O-04-I’m going to try to get most of these sites-includes 
EBR-1 and BORAX sites, the Organic Moderated Reactor Experiment, the site training 
facilities, the ordinance areas, and various other Waste Area Groups, 6 and 10 site. 

Once again, that will be in the fall of 200 1. And that is very close to the nme frame that 
the nitrate investigation will be, and we will have a proposed plan for the Central 
Facilities Area. 

With that, thank you for coming. Good night. 

(Meeting concluded at 8:40 p.m.) 
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Central Facilities Area, Waste Area Group 4 
Idaho National Engineering and 

Environmental Laboratory Public Meeting 

Central Facilities Area Comprehensive Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan 

August 18,1999 
Boise, Idaho 

7:00 p.m. 

Public Comment 

Steve Hopkins: I just have a few short comments. First of all, I have been concerned 
when it comes to writing these cleanup path plans. In some of the articles I’ve seen 
involving DOE officials commenting on past INEEL activities that is in a substantial 
amount of revision of history going on. And it may seem to be a minor point, but I 
think you have to be honest about what has gone on at INEEL in the past, referring to 
previous research activities as resulting in contamination is definitely a euphemism. 

Basically you’re talking about nuclear weapons work. This was a site that was very key 
in reprocessing bomb-grade uranium used to produce tritium and plutonium at 
Savannah River. So, I think you should be a little more honest about exactly where the 
contamination stemmed from. 

Some other comments, in terms of good points, I like the fact that-with this particular 
plan, as opposed to the other plans, there is not as much, for lack of a better word, 
dinking with the waste like with the soil searcher with WAG that didn’t pan out. At 
least in this case, you’re looking at experimenting for the sake of experimenting. It 
appears that you’re going forth with the best available technology even though there 
may not be any truly real good solutions. It appears that you’ve selected the best ones. 

Also, I would like you to consider- and a WAG 5 is sort of the model for this, that you 
look further at sites that you can potentially remediate for less of a cost than monitoring 
or perhaps not as a significant cost in addition to monitoring. As you stated, with the 
WAG 5 clean-up plan, some sites were cheaper to remediate than monitor. 

Approximately, half of the remediated activities so far in terms of Records of Decisions 
that have been signed involving WAGS have been essentially just a cap, very crude cap, 
at that, just made of soil. Whereas, with this cap, it looks like there is actually some 
thought into designing it for it to last for more than a few years. 

Although, of course, when you say containment, you’re only talking about containment 
on the top and not the bottom, but at least it appears to be a better design than the 
previous caps. 

Bl-1 

Bl-2 

Bl-3 

B1-4 

And that is all I have at this time. Thank you. 
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Mr. Simpson: Thank you. 

Audience Member: My name is Pam Allister, and I’m the executive director of the 
Snake River Alliance.. .Thank you very much for your attennon and couzesy this 
evening. I have a list of comments in no particular priority or flow. I’d hire to comment 
that I found that Table 1 was confusing. And that there with you a sense for me-and I 
consider myself a lay reader, as a mixing of apples and oranges with a 5.~~1 case of 
lemons for the risk It was too quick a table for looking at the risks, because we were 
looking at cancer-causing elements and also toxics, and lead, which is has its own 
particular kind of uptake criteria. So, I suggest an expansion some how of Table 1, or 
Table 1 like graphs in the future. 

I also felt uncomfortable with not including the current occupational scenario in this 
review. I am hopefully optimistic that there is careful attention being given to the 
workers at the Central Facilities Area, given the large number of them of 800. Ani .:-at 
it is flagged carefully for workers’ safety that the nitrates and tritium that is in the 
groundwater, as that investigation continues at the Central Facilities, is grven care&. 
attention, particularly in light of the recent federal revelations. We cannot be too careful 
with observing and protecting our workers from risk in I&ho. 

I also thank you very much for you acknowledgement that capping is not containment. 
It takes care of the top but not the bottom. I’m not opposed-I will speak for myself as 
one member of the alliance. In this case, I’m not opposed to off-site disposal and the 
moving forward with this particular clean-up project as fast as possible. However, I am 
uncomfortable with the decision-making process that was seemingly based on 
expedience rather than what might be best for the environment. I pose that as a 
question. I don’t have the answer for if it’s better stored north or south 300 miles. 

Also, I’m beginning to wonder about the waste acceptance criteria for the on-site 
disposal. I talked with my colleagues who were at last night’s meeting, and we do 
continue to ask that there be good public mvolvement with setting up the criteria for 
that facility, especially in a closely affected area of the state. 

In reference to the cost analysis, this hasn’t come up for quite the same way as it did 
this evening, but looking at the variability and the off-site disposal, I’m wondering 
about the cost-1 need to do my homework, I guess and look at this other document, but 
what is driving this variability and cost for off-site disposal, I’m assuming its market 
driven, however, I think that we need to bring in the factor of environmental risk and 
the long-term lifetime cost of disposal and bring to our own awareness the values issue 
of the lifetime cost of past and current DOE activities. 

I also thank Erik for his informal okay for us to get some of our written comments after 
Labor Day because Friday I’m going on 1 acation. I want to forget about this for a 
couple weeks. 

Lastly, I would like to reiterate what my colleague Steve Hopkins mentioned. I find the 
first sentence or two of this introduction euphemistic. The 1300 dues-paying members 
of the Snake River Alliance are very concerned about nuclear weapons production 
activity, whether they are past, current, or in the future. And it feels very much like a 
glossing over to say research activities when we know that these activities were 

B2-1 

BZ-2 

B2-3 

B2-4 

B2-5 

B2-6 

B2-7 

B2-8 
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actually related to tools and instruments, great destruction to the human health and the 
environment both now and in their intent as weapons. Thank you 

B2-8 cont. 

Mr. Simpson: Thank you. Any other comments? Well then, with that, I would just 
like to say that the comment period for this project remains open until September 4”. 
The next time we will be holding clean-up meetings will be about two years from now. 
In fact, it will be kind of a horse race between this 413b investigation dealing with the 
nitrates in the groundwater, the Central Facilities Area, or the Operable Unit lo-04 
investigation. And tbat investigation deals with the organic moderated reactor 
experiment and the site training facilities ordinance area, the Experimental Breeder 
Reactor 1 and Boiling Water Reactor Experiment Facilities and other site within WAGS 
6 and 10. With that, thank you for coming and good night. 

(Meeting concluded at 8:45 p.m.) 
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Central Facilities Area, Waste Area Group 4 
Idaho National Engineering and 

Environmental Laboratory Public Meeting 

Central Facilities Area Comprehensive Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan 

August 19,1999 
Moscow, Ida’s0 

7:00 p.m. 

Public Comment 

Audience Member: Chuck Broscious, executive director of Environmental Defense 
Institute, Troy, Idaho. As I’ve said many times over the years, all the agencies, not only 
the Department of Energy but also the regulatory agencies have an obligation that when 
they convey information to the public that it be accurate and that it tell the whole truth 
and not be anything less than that. 

Since DOE is the polluter, the public might even expect that they might not always tell 
everything there is to lmow that the public may need to know about what is happening 
in the process. But what is not acceptable, from our point of view, from the public’s 
point of view, is that when we have regulatory agencies whose mandate is to track 
these things and force the law, and when they have their logo on these documents that 
go out to the public, we have an expectation that they do accurately reflect the whole 
truth and not a selected part of the truth. 

Over the years, I can’t say I have ever seen one of those plans go to the public that I 
could say accurately reflected the truth, the whole truth. That when I go and do my own 
research into the administrative record and look at the sampling data and find radically 
different numbers than is the document that goes out to the public, and I see this 
consistently year after year after year, it becomes a kind of problem that can’t be 
attributed to a single oversight or 3 single mistake by somebody that missed something 
because it’s too consistent. And the only thing that we’re left with is that there is a 
deliberate effort on part of all the agencies not to be fully honest about what the extent 
of the problems are. 

If what we found, if there were inaccuracies in there that covered that were too low or 
too high, we could say, well, there is not a consistent pattern here. But there is a 
pattern. And the numbers are always way too low, consistently. There is a problem 
here. 

And if you wonder about how the public responds to you and if you wonder about 
whether you have any credibility, you can look at this and find out why you have no 
credibility, why the public doesn’t have any faith in tis process, and why this is an 
empty room. I’m here because it’s in my job descrir.. 3n. Thor :s what I do. I don’t get 
paid for it. I’m unpaid staff. But as a member of tha; Jrganization, that is what my 
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board of directors has asked me to come and represent our organization so that, at least, 
you get some feedback from somebody telling you it’s not working and we don’t 
believe you and we don’t have any faith in you., and that we don’t think that you’re 
going to do the right thing. And you can ask Ruel, a number of years ago-ask him the 
next time you see him. There was a meeting in Idaho Falls when Crumbly was still 
undersecretary, he was there. I think it was an EMAC meeting or something like that. 
And I went up to Tom, I said, “The only thing you guys bloody understand is a court 
order. You know, this is just spinning our wheels. We never get anywhere with you 
unless we go to court and a judge tells you that this is what you’re going to need to do.” 
And even then they ignored it. Penna almost went to jail. He was cited in contempt by 
the court because he never followed through on the PE EIS. And, finally, they settled it, 
but even then-1 mean, how many years did that take, probably near a decade. 

But that is the only thing you understand is a court order. I will tell you under no 
uncertain circumstances that that is where I’m putting my work right now. That’s 
where I’m going to spend my time. I’m going home. Have a safe trip. 

(Meeting concluded at 8:40 p.m.) 
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Citizens Advisory Board 

*h&!&xx 
Junc~ Bondurrnt 
wynocu Boyu 
Ben F. Co&us 
BIU Dnvidwn 
Jan K,. Edalrtrin 
Dieter A. Knccht 
Dur. Mbnrey 
RD. M8ynud 
LLo& .Mku 
Roy Mink 
F. Davr Rydalch 
EL Smith 
Monte Wlton 

z&&j&& 
Kachrn Tlnrr 
Wlym Piom? 
Ga!d C. Bownm 

!!EE 
~mada Jo Edclmry 
Kathy Gmbrtad 
Wmdy Grnn Lows 
Kevin Hurir 
Lon brLuc4 

~ugw 27,1999 
I 

b 

m. 

L 

> 
W3-2 

> 

w3-3 
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AUG 24 - Commlrnt Form - 

N0mr: George Marriott 

Addrue *. 0. BOX 302 cm:- st0ww zlp:oj(142 
- 

cleanup ;roposmd for INEEL’s Centrrl PacilLty Area*. I also unsrretand p w4-1 

t%ia fignze could ba plus or minus’502. It is.not my intent to eliainatm 

employment or to stop rermonrble cleanup. Eorooor I believe the IS Uillion 

is exorbitant for thr CPA profmct. Would be mom reasonable to spend this 

money at CPP. I have heard the monoy comes from the l SuperfundH. Ropardless 
. - - - . . i.. _- 

Y 
of the OOUZC~, it comes from tax dollars and should be spent wisely. \ 

I am familiar with the CPA Comolex, hmvinq vorked at the site froa 1953-89, 
W4-2 

Thm CFA laundry as f remember handled lov level radioactlvc contaminated 
I 

anti -c’s. Many af the botopes ha4 short half lives i.e. “Co 5.3 yaarm, 

somr long half lioar i.e. ‘3’cs, 30 years. I can’t imagina the residue 

,Crorn t?e laundry waste water bring that large 8 projrct. I do not claim to 1 
be an axpert on the subject of cleanup but common sense tells me thin J 
QrOQQSl? has a lot of fat in it. I racommend a panel of experts evaluate 

thir pro:ect. 16 million dollars is not 8 largm amount r” monay a~ tar 

govcrcmel?t projects go but it is a large amount of nnxmy for city, county. 

and l ven otate oovernmants are concmrned. 
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uAG4corMExTs 

Jarad Wvraao 
Project Manager 
ONYX Snvironmen~al Services, L&X. 
(formerly ham u Wum namq-c fndurtra3 Ssmcc# 6% ‘3dinn.d mvb-&cd 
sebascal srracu lamSI 4 

I -- 
I work for a division o f our company that does Lnvir0nmen~a.l .ti -4 at 
customer locations. Xaving done this for the gart 16 years, I have 
managed various stabiJi:acion projects with the use of &iln material. I 
have done both "On-Site" &rid "Off-Site" stabilization projects. I alto 
nranagc the distribution/disposal of the drum quantities of ncn- 
radioactive hazardous waste for tbc INSEEL. 

JUttr reading the proposed plon for the CPA Disposal Pond cleanup I was 
surprised these as such a difference in cost of Alternative 3a and 3b. 
What would make such a difference? I wonder if the enrire scope of work 
was ccnsidcrtd for both alternatives. Could the off-site option have 
been overestimated? Hes there been talk of hating just the "RCRA 796 
rubi= prds" sent for o,cf-site disposal, and the runaining %ntxeated" 
scil d&posed of on-sate? 

Here are SOmt operational and COSf Items 2 would submit for 
considcratton: 

ON-SlTEStabilirationdisadvanr.age.s: 

. Requires substwxaa? mrxing and material setup time to allow for 
proper treatment. 

9 Requires moxe personnel and c&pmenr for a much longer period of 
time. 

b Requires mere preparations and logistics. 
l High volume utioadtig and tiring of kiln or "Portland cemerrt" can be 

a real. esthetic prablcm because of the small particle size la J 
continucus large white cloud). Controls can be used, which could be 
expensive and/or difficult tc use due ta the typical INEU windy 
conditions. 

I have found that, in many cases i: is much easier and in some cases, 
leS3 expensive la11 thongs considered) to dig it up and ship It cfi. 
With a large volume cf material, prices can be reduced ccnsiderably. 

Host of my uo:k is in talking with INSElL personnel, so if anyone would 
care to talk to me about this or other non-radioacrive remcdiation 
projects, feel free co pass my name alonq. I would be interested in a 
copy of the Record cf Doxsion and Respcnsivancs3 Sunmary. 

Thank You. 
clh"l'X Environmental Services, L.L.C. 

a 
dYke-=-- 

ared Newman 
5111 W. Aluorth, Unit G  
Garden City, ID 83714 
Phone (SOD) 735-6066, E-mail' jar+d~newnangAETS 
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Steven I< Bak&M&U’diTCOnNEEL’~S@$NEL 

Message Con*nt From CmnmentsMm 

Sander Name 
Warren Adler 

Pro@ Name 
CFA 

: 

W6-1 

W6-2 

1 am a resident of Jackson Hoie. WyorMtg. lhare IS a hysteria butMing tlare on the question of 
irtwtoraboti cf nut&r waSts from your fenl~ty Money has been raised for a cotxened push sgatrts: your 
prQSO?tt phi. My OWrl V:OW !5 t!!3! ‘&Ore IS mLIrC hyslftrta tin sctence trare. MaI 1 wwld !jka 1s sc& 
arsumants to counter ths hystena. he thetr real dangers tn the inctneration protoM Is the area mrmnd 
INEEL safe? Has thetr been more cases of cancer n !tz area of 1NEEL than elsewhere’? There seftms :o 
be 3 pr@3t dt?3! Of igtRoranC8 abOti the SCibnCe of UUS l&%O!0gy. There is also a Great cloal of dls!usI of 
aqy*ing Ihe government suggests v&t*:. franwy, offends me. Gxld you enlighten RIB 50 that 1 nr~y!l! 
enlighten my nclytibors. Thanirr WarrM Adie: 

> 

W6-3 
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INEEL Environmental Restoration Program 
p.0. Box 1625 
Idaho Folk. ID 634153911 

Address Sewce Requested 
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Vice Ciwr: 
Stanley Hobson 

!4cmbm; 
James Rondurant 
Wynona Boyer 
Hen F. Colhnr 
Bill Dnwbun 
Jan M. Edclrtcm 
D~ctcr A. Knccht 
Dean hlahoney 
RD. Ma-ward 
Ltnda Mllam 
Roy Mmk 
F. Dare Rydalch 
E.J. Smnh 
Monre W&on 

F.M-fl?iCNJS: 

Kalhlcen Trcvcr 
Wqnc Pierre 
Gcnld C. Bown3n 

Citizens Advisory Board1 M ~- 
t 

septculbcr 28. I!89 

Kathlem L Elm 
;” .,,. 

Envlronmmd Rcn0nt1on Ropsm 

U.S. Dqxmmcnt of Energy. ldahu Openxions Ofiiee. MS 3911 i 
F.O. Box 1625 
Idaho Falk ID SW01 

Dar XIs. Hain 

NOW The Site-Spedic Advkory Baud (SSAB) for the Id& h)ilional Engmeaing 
and Enwwwncntal Laboratory (WEEI.). also known as the KEEL C~ttzcns 
Ad\mry Board (CAB). is o 1-1 advrsory commmce chartctcd under the 
Depwtmtnt oi Fmgy’s (DOE) Etwrontncn~ mtxqmnt SSAB Fcdcnl Achsory 
Comm~nse Act Chtcr. 

The HEEL CAB rcwewcd the Proposed Plm for Opcsablc Unit 4-13A lntmm Action. 
Waste Arm Group 4 (WAG 4). Central Facilmcs .4rm III rnc Idaho .Xatunl Engincrnng 
and Etwironawn~l Labom~ory. Enclosed is n copy uf tbc NEEL C.4B.s recommendatwn 
#62. addressing the Pmposcd Plm. The rccommmduion was rpprovcd through conscnsu 
bv the full CAB rtt our September 1999 meetmg. 1 nughl add thal u11 apprcccxed your 
V;illirgnes s to extend rhc pubhc comment pcnod to aIlow our parnclpatlon. 

We mast DOE-ID’s response IO this recormncndohon. 

Charlcr M. kc 
Char. lNJLEL CAB 

EC. Dave Rydalch, LVEEL GUI Enriruamcn~l Renonrinn Committee Claw 
Dewriy Conk. DOE-ID 
JCF Lyle. DOE-W 
Gfol Aathnw~y. DOE-ID 
Martha Crosland. DOE-HQ 
Fred Buncficld. DOE-HO 
Luty Cnig. 1I.S. Sc1ntc 
kllk Cnpo. us. sclure 
Mike 0inqxo.a U.S. House of Rcprcxntnr~vn 
Hclcc chemu1Ih. U.S. Hobue of Reprscnmn~n 
Larcd Nob, Chaw. Idaho Seaate Rerourcu and Environment Commmet 
Guldcn C. Linford Chair. Id& Howe uf Rcprcvnrwvu Resources and Cor.scn.~t,on 

Cnmfmncc 

Amanda Jo Edelnuyc 
Kahy Grcbstad 
Wendy Green Lowe 
Kcvm Hams 
Len DcLuca 

Jack Bunclouph, C-&an. Idaho How of Keprprurounw Ewlmrmrn nl Affnm Coml!ltntc 
CinJd Buwman. DOE-ID 
K~lhlccn Trevcr. State of Idaho IMEL Oven@ 
\Vamync Pxrrc. U.S. Eavrranmcnul Prowcoon %eay Region S 
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Citizens Advisory Board w-3 

Idaho National Eng&cring and Environmental I.abor;ltory (cont.) 

Proposed PIan for Operable Unit +13.~ Interim Action. IVaste ~rea 
Group 4 (FVAC 41, Central Fxilities .Arezt, Idaho Sational Engineering 

and Environmeutal Laboratory 
1. w7-4 

The INEEL CAB reviewed the Proposed PIan for Operable Unit 4-13A lntcrim Action. Waste 
.4m Group 4 (WAG 3). ContraI Facilities .&a at the Id&o Nzhmsl Engineming and J 

Environmental Laboratory. The document was well formatted and wsy to understand. \Ve 
panicularly apprcciafrd thy “COIIS~~H Reports”-ape tables. We h;L\T four recommendations to 
mt&+ on the CloCumCnt. 

We understand chm the rcrm “inrcrim action” is defined under the Comprehrnsivc Environmental 
Rcmcdiatlon. Compensation. and Liability Act as any acLlon that will not result in full 
rrmcdimion. We understand that some contamination sources at WAG 4 arr not addressed by 
his Proposed PIZUL hence the title of the document rcfcrs to it a m “interim action.” We 
sinccAy hope. however. that the propod ranedial actions described in the Proposed Plan will 
constirute final remedies for thr conl;rminotion sources they are designed to address. The CAB 
has rcpelltedly cxpresscd frusmion Jf cleanup effoorts that must be repcad. at gut cost to 
taxpayers. brcausc prior efforts wcrc incomplete. The ISEEL CAB rccommcnds that all 
remedial actioos taken at WAC 4 completely and fiualiy address the contamination present 
to avoid a need for follow-on remcdiation. 

WC understand thzr the contaminant of concern in rhc Disposal Pond is mercury. WC also 
understand that analysis (based on the Toxicity CharJcrcrislic L.cxhate Procedures ofscdimenl 
from LI.ULZ of the ES sampling localions in the pond bottom supports a conclusion that the 
sediment meets the MiniLion for hmdous waste under the Resource Conservation md 
Recovev Act We qucstioa howcvcr. why phytoremedialion wus ruled OUI as an altzmativc 
rcchnoiogy rhat could bc less costly than the prcfcrrcd aftcmmlvc. In addition the S9.9 million 
&male for operating and monitoring costs under .r\ltcm;ltivr A scans very high. The IXEEL 
CAB recommends further evaluation of alternative technologies to reduce the costs 
associated with cleanup on the disposal pond. 

Tcx[ &scribing the preferred alternative for the Scwngc Treatment Plant Drainiield states that “in 
approximarcly lS9 years Ihe risks from th: Ctsium- 137 con&r&on 31 the site would dccwse 
to o lcvcl below the human health risk threshold.” Table 5 states that Ccsium-137 ~IIS n half-life 
of 30 years. The table Icads us lo a conclusion that the Cesium-137 would decay to xceptable 
lc~cls in 30 years nrhcr thyl 189 years. A presentation to lhe CAB explained the concept of a 
“pre!iminary remediation goal” which was, unfonunatcly. not well explained in the Proposed 
PLn. The documcnl simply dots nol provide an adcquaLe explanation for why il would u&c 18!J 
years 10 achiev: acccptahle risk bnscd levels. The IhXEL CAB recommends clarilicarion of 
these apparent discrcpancics and/or inadequate explanations. We cannot suppon the 
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selection of Altem~tive 4 as the prefer& altcmative withouk a better understanding of how long 
it will take the Cesium-137 to decay lo acceptable Ievels. 

WC appreciated the addition af ikms for SxmtionaI purposes thmughout the text (marked 
with an “info” icon). with one exception. The KNEEL GAB feels that the text located undn the 
info icon on page 20 raises I flag rclaled to poiyctdorinstcd bipherryls (RIBS). Them was no 
obwous need to I&SC unnecessary public concerns. particdarly sven the very low Ievcl of PCBs 
detected at WAG 4. The INEEL CAB recommends against the inclusion of alarmist 
information that serves no purpose in the document. 

W8-1 

-. 

-F 
WB-2 

I 
W8-3 
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Snake RwerAhartce 

l’ho fcllo&ng rxIILmen+s and qaxes:ions are submAwd on behalf ;f rhc i,300 
members of the Snake River ALmncc, an Idaho-based grassroots gmu&ti& 
ht:s monitored activtttes at the Idaho ;“;ntional Engkcring and 
lhvinmmcnta! Ld3bontary oince 1919. 

? 

-* 

8-8 

The current piaa doesn’t seem to have any particular & in it (cg.<oi; 
sorter. moon shot). That’s probably a good thiug. 

8-9 

The first page of the platr says that “research activities* at IXEXL left buhind 
wntamtnurrte. The ma;ority of xn~~m.tnatlon. certainly the most perilous. 
cam: finm weapons produttion actSties. 

At the Idaho Pall6 public m6eting on this plan, the discussion of what wae,~ 
gocr where h@&ghtcd an area ofco&us:on: The wa6te ~‘classlhations” used 
for ISEEL cleanup are not always physica: or chemica:; they are sornetnmes 
legnl(istic) or even pohttlcd. For example, it ha6 never been explamed 
satisfactorfy why It’s okay to put waste from decontamination in rho 
Radioactive Was% Management Compler even though it’s not okay to put 
envt.ronmcn*tal restoration waste thara. Further, when Site officinls wcrc 
acikcd to compare the waate currentiy going to R’&‘?vIC or proposed for the so;i 
dump with that currently being burned at *he Waste Expenment‘al Reduction 
Facihty, the respnse was tha: WERP is treating &sitt waste. That IS n 
pehtxai d&&ion that does not address trertmest impacts. Later 
clariiication that WERF does not burn S&S was a more helpful distiaczon. 

I- W8-10 . 
I- W8-11 

C~~firr:unate!y. chat brought up another r.ource of confirsioc that IS outnidc 
;hct scope cf this plan but well wxthin lhe sccpe cf :h?%L cleanup. BNFL 
cff%als have said on more than OIW occas:on that the Adrancod MLXC~ Waste 
Treatment Troject could burn the 69ll f&m Pit 9. RSXC pere?nncl don’t 
ncccssanly seem to agret. 
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SNRKC.RIVLR.RL 208 234 4732 

It% not clou *r*hy only future occupauonal health r&s are conaidcrcd (T&L 
l), puticuIarIy given the loose mercury-contuuiaatd ulcine. Do rhovc not 
pose a current occupational health risk aa well When does thr future begin 
for the occupational scantio? 

IL iq still not clear why the cumulative excess cancer risk fcr urunwn-236 
and nrscnlc were coliapscd in Table 1. 

Some WE.EL, cleanup plans are baaed on the prentine that it’s okay to leovo 
pollution where lt is if it’s already deeper than 10 &et. All that wcms tn do IS 
maintain the headstan towards the Snake River Aqu.i&r that panicuh 
contarmnar~on iL;ready has. 

Plcasc note that, even whon caps seem ndcqunte, which the one for the 
drspori4 pond does. they are not coataiament. Contamination is covcrnd but 
left open at :hc bottom. the side nearest the aquifer. 

Given thu general ucknowledgement that the only diflerencu bctwoen it 
RCRA disposal fi&ty and a CERCL4 cleanup site ie some number of years. 
the assump~o~ of a one-time drsposal fee probably has more to do with 
IXEEL’s budget ?.ban with taxpayer costs. 

AL the ldnho Falls meeting on tb.i~ plan. I became confident that ISEEL 
rocugnit.cs the need for some sort of public invoivement m scttmg the soil 
dump waste acceptance cnteria. Please pursue this matter. 

Imagine tbc consternation caused by wntemplating a two-year gap bctwoen 
clennup meetinp! What will we do with our time? I suggest INEEL offor 
quarrcrly brieflngs/moetmgs on all cleanup aotivit iee-progress and 
pmblems. .It would be host if the Department of Energy, regulators, and 
contractors were all regularly available. 

Respectfully sub#tcd. 

. 
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